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Pref ace

Appendi x C reports the findings of the enpirical investigations
which up to this point have only been briefly described. Details regarding

the steps undertaken to fornulate the nost appropriate and statistically

significant model, in addition to all the statistical results, are presented

her e.
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APPENDI X ¢
RESULTS
The results of the enpirical findings for both Pleasant Plains sanples
and the Andover sanple are presented in detail in this Appendix. Al of
the relevant steps are presented in Tables 1-27 for the Pleasant Plains
sanples and in Tables 28-37 for the Andover sanple.

A Pl easant Pl ai ns

The hazardous waste dunmp is located in the central part of Pleasant
Plains at the intersection of Church Road and Route 9 (see Map 1). Only
a few scattered residences surround the dump. However, farther away from
the dunp the area is nmore popul ous and about one-half nmile away there is
a large residential devel opment with an approximate popul ation of 5, 000.

The Pleasant Plains nmodel was specified to include several housing
characteristics, area specific information and sone socioecononic data
which were thought to be inportant determnants of housing price. The
nmodel was chosen with regard to the existing literature, consultations
with local realtors and the tax assessor's office, field trips to Pleasant
Plains and prior know edge and understanding of the housing market.

The nodel was formulated both to provide a good description of the
housi ng market and to provide evidence on the effects of the waste site.
Two criteria were used together to generate the best descriptive nodel.

On the one hand, an attenpt was made to generate the most statistically
significant nodel by initially using the stepw se inclusion technique to
maxi mi ze the R2, thereby excluding those variables which were bel ow the

critical level of significance. (The results of the stepwise equations



C2
Map |
Map of the Pleasant Plains Study Area

i i ' i !
B | O
| |
b %DOVER TOWNSHIP
nE yf/ LANDFILL
sbore Sl
b
|
HAZARDOUS WASTE ' ,'
DUMP wp A\
[ ’ i ) 4 .
| ¥ ,
£ > }' | | o resnexmEE o\
oy ket B
g ; T — o
N 27 %
Gt |
» < é 2c
75 ’
L & ¥ ﬁ.:
57X AN ® ®
" XS i ! /___
! I pem et E
i | S &l
- A =
[ % M z
\ ”*
=~ = - BOUNDARY OF NEW WELL BAN, JuLy 1374 S =y s ]

~———— - STREETS WITH CONDEMNED WELLS, AUGUST 1974 ~ g
O - CONTAMINATED WELLS, AuGusT 1974 '

T w

SOURCES:

|
 CENTRAL BUSINESS
DISTRICT

N\ AR YOAerwm - -

"
- .«@L

N 1 ' 1

PATRICIA HANLON, “NEW WILLS BANNED IN POLLUTED AREA/”
DAILY OBSERVER, 18 JULY 1974

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, OFFICE OF SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS, FINAL REPORT - ANALYSIS OF A LAND
DISPOSAL INCIDENT INVOLVING HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIALS DOVER
TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY, BY M. GHASSEMI (REDONDO BEACH, CA.:
TRW SYSTEMS GROUP, MAY 1976), P.26

PATRICIA HANLON “POLLUTED WATER AREA GROWING," DAILY
OBSERVER, 6 AUGUST 1974.

"STATE CONFIRMS 2 POLLUTION TESTS,” DAILY OBSERVER,
9 AUGUST 1974.

“MEETING SLATED ON WATER LINE,” DAILY OBSERVER,
16 AUGUST 1974.



G3

are presented in Tables 4 to 6.) On the other hand, attention was paid to
the problem of nulti-collinearity and toward specifying the nodel in the
theoretically nost appropriate way. For exanple, since house area in
square feet was statistically the nost significant of the variables that
capture house area (which includes bathroons, roons, bedroons, attic and
basenent), bedroons and roons were thereafter excluded because they were
considered to be alternative neasures of house size and al so because

they were bel ow the critcal F value

The first regression, the results of which are presented in Table 1,
is a sinple linear specification with all the relevant variables included.
In this nodel, distance fromthe dunp expressed as a linear term was
significant with the correct sign and, for the nost part, all the
i ndependent variables had the expected signs except |ot size for which
the coefficient was statistically insignificant.

Ml ti-collinearity was found on inspection to be particularly a
problemwith respect to lot size, house density and outbuildings, the
latter, which were neasured in square feet in addition to house density,
were highly correlated with ot size. This is because house density and
ot size are sinultaneously determned. House density neasures the nunber
of houses per acre in an enuneration district which, in turn, is determned
by the size of each lot. Since house density as neasured was |ess
reliable,l it was dropped fromthe equation in lieu of |ot size even though

the significance of the coefficient on lot size fell below the critical F

lHouse density is the nunber of housing units per acre. This means that,
depending on the starting point for neasuring an acre, a particular house
could end up with any of a nunber of different values.
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W were not totally satisfied with the results fromthe first
equation and so efforts were nmade to inprove the overall results by
respecifying the nodel in various other forms. In general, on the basis
of the stepw se process, the sem-log specification produced better
results than property values entered as a linear term both in terns of
i ndi vidual variables and the overall fit of the equation. The variable
measuring distance to the dump was significant in both its linear and
sem-log fornms. However, quadratic and reciprocal transformations did
not produce significant results.

Further analysis of the results was undertaken by exam ning the
residuals. For this purpose a regression was run with all variables
measuring distance from facilities omtted. It was expected that any
unexpl ained variation in the nodel which was geographically concentrated
could be identified and possibly explained. Upon inspection of a detailed
map of the area, it was discovered that for the majority of cases the
hi gh residuals were congruous with extrenely large lots. It was felt
that since the zoning variable only captures the present zoning restrictions,
whi ch can be changed, these lots could likely be subdivided in the future.
The zoning variable was, therefore, thought to be an inadequate measure
of the potential value of these lots. Thus, all lots larger than two
acres were omtted fromthe sanple, except those which could not, for
other reasons, be subdivided.Z (See equations 7-27 for the equations
generated without the large lots.) Further, the nunmber of outbuildings
was substituted for the area of outbuildings (square feet) in order to

make that variable nmore independent of |ot size

2These | ots do not appear to have any physical capabilities for accomdating
access roads.
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O the variables omtted after equation 6, Distance from Route 9
(DAR) was omtted because the correlation coefficient indicated sone
collinearity with other distance variables. For exanple, the value of
the correlation coefficient with DAR and Distance from the Central Business
District was .51 and DAR with Access to the Parkway was .68. In these cases,
DAR proved to be the nost statistically insignificant of two variables
that are highly collinear. Hence, DAR was omtted and the nore signifi-
cant variabl es retained.

Addi tional changes to the nodel were nmade on the basis of further
inspection. For instance, it was felt that nore observations were required
outside of a one and a half mle radius fromthe waste dunp to be able to
interpret the distance gradient and establish whether an equilibriumis
approached. At this stage, approximately 60 more observations were added
(Tables 7 to 27 reflect the larger sanple.) The changes documented above
seemed to inprove the results overall and, in particular, the |ot size
variabl e.

Analysis of the data fromthis stage was concentrated in general on
the effect of the waste site and specifically on the distance variables
and the demarcated zones of contamnation. Two contam nated zones were
identified by the New Jersey Departnment of Environnental Protection and
designated Zone 1 and Zone 2. Zone 1 is where the capping of wells was
ordered and the conplete hook-up to the nunicipal water supply undertaken.
Zone 2 represents the area where property owners were ordered to dig
well's to the deeper aquifer.

For focus on the contam nation, the sanmple of sales which occurred

before the contam nation episode was introduced for analysis. The two
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sanpl es, one consisting of transactions which occurred before 1974 and
the other of transactions after 1974, were examned for possible dif-
ferences with respect to the areas "inside" the zones and the areas
"outside" the zones. (See Map Il.) Two subsanples, one representing the
observations "inside" the conbined contam nation zones and the second
characterizing observations "outside" the zones, were run separately
using the same nodel for both the before and after contam nation sanples.
The results of these are presented in Tables 7 to 10. A Chow test was
used to determine whether there were significant differences, on the one
hand, between sales "inside" the contamnated area and the "outside" for
the period before contamnation and, on the other hand, between sales
"inside" and those "outside" for the post-contam nation period.3 Thus
it appears that the "contami nated" area was nore significantly different
from the uncontamnated area after, than before, contam nation

Because of the time differences between the "before" and "after”
sanples, we were unable to use the same test to determne differences for
those sanpl es.

Further investigation was undertaken to determne whether the contam -
nation effect could be identified in any single variable in the equation
other than a specific contamnation variable. W were particularly
interested in the sale date variable since there is reason to believe

that price increases were not as strong "inside" conmpared with "outside"

3The F statistic for the "after” sanple was 2.13. This was above the
critical F of 1.67 at the 1% level of significance. The F statistic for
the "before" sanple was 1.46, which is above the critical F of 1.39 for
this nodel at the 5% significance level, but below 1.59, the critical

level for the 1%significance level. In order to use the Chow test,
Sanples 1 (inside and outside conbined) and 2 (inside and outside conbined)
were run with the same nodel (Tables 12 and 13).
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the zone because of contamnation. Furthermore, there may have been a
time lag before people responded to the contam nation episode, in which
case the trend would have been danpened, particularly in the latter
years follow ng the contam nation epi sode. However, neither of these
hypot heses was borne out by the results. Figures 1 to 4 present the
sales trend for four subsanples: before "inside" and "outside" the
zone and after "inside" and "outside" the zone

The "after in" subsanple, contrary to prior hypothesis, denonstrated
a stronger inflation rate than the "after out" subsanple. This, coupled
with the fact that prices in the "before in" subsanple rose nore slowy
than in the "before out," suggests that the area of Pleasant Plains that
was contamnated had becone nore attractive after the contam nation

Further exam nation was undertaken to determne the useful ness of
the contam nation zones for assessing the extent of contam nation
Results presented in Tables 17, 25 and 27 suggest that the zone designated
by the New Jersey Department of Environnental Protection (DEP) did not
necessarily represent the area of concern. Examnation of the nonitoring
results confirnms that the areas described as contamnated did not include
all areas which had had positive test results. In fact, the contam nated
zones denomnated by DEP, in its final report of Decenber 1974, did not
take account of every monitoring result-only the ones which turned out
to be consistently positive. Wiile this may be thought to provide a nore
reliable picture of contamnation, it may not correspond to people's
perceptions of reality since they may respond equally to a single

positive nonitoring result.
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Pre-1974 Sale Trend Inside Contamination Zone (Table 7)

Time ]
vr/otr | Coeff. F Obs 4
68/3 *% *k 0
68/4 k& *k 0
69/1 k% kK 0
69/2 * * 2
69/3 .0226 0.029 3
69/4 | 1.0237 3.787 1
70/1 .1093 0.481 2
70/2 .3008 2.877 1
70/3 .1568 1.531 6
70/4 .1988 2.592 |12
71/1 | -.1203 .668 3
71/2 L2927 5.638 | 12
71/3 . 2967 5.374 |17
71/4 .3239 6.578 | 19
72/1 L2412 3.087 7
72/2 L3215 6.389 | 12
72/3 .4038 10.795 | 11
73/4 .4475% 12.828 6
73/1 .5050 14.560 4
73/2 .5534 18.195 8
73/3 .4589 13.854 | 14
73/4 .5832 21.734 6

*Ommitted Dummy
**No Observations

Obs, - Number of Observations
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Figure 2

Time Coeff. F Obs.
Yr/Qtr
68/3 * * 1
68/4 -.0340 .020 1
69/1 .1223 .275 1
©69/2 .1236 .289 1
69/3 .0823 .149 1
69/4 .1479 .531 3
70/1 . 2404 1.556 2
70/2 . 3706 3.837 2
70/3 .2956 2.964 4
70/4 .3257 3.618 4
71/1 .2843 1.57 1
71/2 .4041 5.039 8
71/3 .3955 4,601 5
71/4 .4266 4.935 3
72/1 .5181 7.543 5
72/2 .4748 6.649 3
72/3 L5207 8.051 4
72/4 .5242 8,935 3
73/1 .5742 9.838 6
73/2 .5465 7.675 3
73/3 .6340 14.964 7
73/4 .4523 5,736 2

68

69

1
70 | mn '

Time (Year/Quarter)

72

——n

73

*Ommitted Dummy

Obs. -~ Number of Observations
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Figure 3
Poet 1974 Sale Trend Inside the Contamination Zone
(Table 9)
Yijgir Coeff. F Obs
74/2 * * 4
74/3 .0473 .348 5
74/4 | ~.0076 .012 8
[ 75/1 | -.0390 .203 4
— | 75/2 .1138 1.745 3
. B 75/3 .1823 5.944 6
— 75/4 .1052 1.619 5
|| 76/1 | -.0589 .513 4q
__ 76/2 .1353 2.845 5
76/3 .0624 .746 8
- [ 76/4 .0970 2.244 | 20
77/1 .1341 4,143 | 15
] 77/2 .1291 3.264 8
77/3 .1546 5.049 | 12
] 77/4 .1472 5.534 | 28
u 78/1 .2152 9,957 | 12
] 78/2 . 2106 8.291 7
[ 78/3 .2346 12.601 | 16
78/4 .2757 18.825 | 24
79/1 .2798 19.004 | 26
79/2 .3382 27.470 | 18
79/3 .3809 31.968 | 14
79/4 .5063 53.981 | 10
80/1 .4471 40.276 | 10
80/2 .4891 34,268 4
80/3 .5408 57.620 7
80/4 .5049 48.811 7
81/1 .4340 34,696 7
81/2 .4032 21.140 k]
81/3 .5332 37.674 4
81/4 .5534 60.090 8
1 A r ; \ ' | 82/1 .5684 36.822 3
v 76 ' 77 ' 8 T 79 ' g0 1 81 lg2 xOmmitted Dummy

rime (Year/Quarter) Obs. - Number of Observations



Change In Property Values In Percent

70

60

50 |

40 |

30 _

20 |

10

- 10 |

! s D
WY\ A
Sy \/l[
R kS .'a"
C12 w l .
O/V\.
. N\ 3
Figure 4
Post 1974 Sale Trend Qutside the Contam nation Zone Time
(Tabl e 10) Coeff. F Obs.,
Yr/Oty

4/2 * * 4

74/3 10473 .348 S

74/4 | -.0076 .012 8

— - 75/1 { -,0393 .203 4

- 75/2 L1138 1,745 3

__ 75/3 | .1823 |5.944 6

N 75/4 .1052 [1.619 5

| 76/1 | -.0589 .513 4

76/2 L1353 }2.845 5

[ | 76/3 | .0624 . 746 8

76/4 L0970 }2.244 20

17/L L1341 14,143 15

17/2 21291 |3.264 8

77713 1546  }5.049 12

_ 17/4 1472 }5.534 28

. | 78/1 L2152 }9.957 12
18/2 .2106 8.291 7

' 78/3 L2346 |12.601 16

] 78/4 .2757 ]18.825 24

L 79/1 .2798 19,004 26

79/2 .3882 27.470 18

79/3 .3809 31.968 14

719/4 .5063 }53.981 10

— 80/1 L4471 140,276 10

80/2 4891 {34,268 4

80/3 .5408 157,620 7

80/4 .5049 }48.811 7

81/1 L4340 |34.698 7

81/2 L4032 21.140 3

— , 81/3 .5332 137.674 4
81/4 .5534 160.090 8

i | 1 1 82/1 .5684 36.822 3

74 75 76 77 8 79 " 8o 81 82 *Onmitted Dummy
Obs., -~ Number of Observations

Time (Year/Quarter)
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In fact, the nonitoring results were widely disputed by the residents
of the area which throws doubt on the usefulness of the contamnation
zones as a proxy for contamnation in our analysis.

The nost fruitful approach to gauging the effect of a disanenity on
residential property values was distance neasured in concentric circles
fromthe source of the disanenity. Distance variables representing
quarter mle sections were constructed and substituted for the Iinear
term The resulting coefficients were plotted against distance and are
displayed in Figure 5. At 1.75 niles fromthe dunp, a statistically
significant gradient may be observed.

A simlar treatment of the distance variable (dummy variables con-
structed for distance fromthe disanenity) was used to test the "before"
sanple. These results may be observed in Figure 6 and equations 18, 19
and 26. However, the coefficients proved in this case not to be statis-
tically significant. This suggests that the price gradient observed for
sanple 1 may be attributed to the effect of the dump.

Various functional forms were tried for the distance variable. Non-
l'inear transformations of the distance variable, notably the reciprocal
transformation (Tables 23 and 24), were found not to be statistically
significant. The doubl e | og specification® tried on sanple 2 (Table 22)

al so proved not to be significant.

4Natural | og of dependent, as well as some independent, variables.
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Distance From Waste Site (miles)

Figure 5
Distance Gadient After Contamination (Table 21)

BDistance
1 (miles) Coa ff. »0bs. F

o 2> .2 * 5 *
L .25 > .50 * 21 *

.50 > .75 ,0238 [105 .824
1 .75 > 1.00] ~.0304 |122 1.133

1.00 > 1.25{~.0301 56 .847
A4 1.25 > 1.50] =,0208 7 .135

1.50 > 1.75| ,0670 10 1,454
L 1.75 > 2.00{ 0850 54 4,174

2,00 > 2,251 .1171 55 5.423
A 2.25 > 2.501 0175 | 21 .095

2.50 > 2 75| .2244 3 3.905
- *Ommitted Dummy

Obs. - Number of Observations
4 L2244
A
o 1171

.0850
1L . 0670
I ,0238
-.0304 ! .0301 |"'-0208 0175
o
.25 .5 .75 1.0 1.25 i3 1.5 o 2.95 2.5 5.7

(%)
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Figure 6

Di stance Gradient Before Contamination (Table 26)

Distance | oooer [obs)| F
(miles)
0o > .25 *k 0 *k
T .25 > .50 * 2 *
.50 > .75 * 37 *
T .75 > 1.00{ -,0003 |85 |o
] 1.00 > 1.25) 0556 |22 |1.440
B 1.25 2 1.50] 3014 | 2 .992
] 1.50 2 1.75] ,1086 6 |1.222
1.75 2 2.00} 0578 |23 | .433
2.00 2 2.25] 0557 |28 ,213
T 2,25 > 2.50] ,0876 |10 .313
- .3014 *Ommitted Dummy
*%No Obsgervations
4 Qbs. ~ Number of Observations
.1086
T .0876
A .0556 .0578 .0557
-.0003
T | i | !
= { = 1 = . : T I T
.25 .5 .75 1.0 1.25 1.5 1.75 2.0 2.25

Distance From Waste Dump (miles)
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IBETL

PROPERTY VALLES REGRESSED ON THE LINEAR FOR} OF DISTANCE FROM
THE WASTE SITE—SAPLE I

Cememm—— e Variables in tae ejuation ====—=-=-r-occc-cc--

Variable 8 5td error E F
DLF 0.1412815D+C1 6.1265¢ 2.053
Lsz .. . =0.3300415D-01 . .. 0.01370 .. 5.802
GRG 0.43233410+01 1.22736 12. 408
RMD . -0.2609426D+01 . 2.02015 1.568
AGE -0.1115501D+00 0.05860 3.624
COND -=0.4873281D+01 2.92535 .. 2.7175
BMT -0.36090430+01 1.56784 5.299
BMIC 0.3320548D-01 - 1.92519 0.000
RM -0.8909535D-01 0.71087 0.016

..BDR -0.6081043D0+00 .. 1428632 .223
ATT -0.81479520+01 3.32160 4.317

-~ AIR . ... =0,1443362D+01 1.33870 .. 1.162.
FPL -0.2744556D+01 1.49989 3.348
BIR 0.22527730+01 . 1.59942 1.984 .
MDK -042733063D+C1 2455975 1.140
HARE .. 0.1152690D-01 0.00236 23.895 .
PTO 0.4474179D-03 0.00542 0.007

-.DTBF . 0.19451450-02 ~ - 0.00079 5.065 .
DHS -0.8338445D+01 8.40115 7.985
DNS . . ~0.3316270D+01 . 6.58513 . 1.254
DAR -0.8259952D0+01 3.87839 4.536

. DCBD . 0.3488857D+01 3.11354 . . 1.255
SDA 0.2307332D+02 7.68737 9.009
SDB 0.4077006D+02 5.11102 53.631
sDC 0.2830563D+02 5.76002 24.149
SDD -~ 0423639040+02 6431430 14.016 .
SDE T 0.2491112D+02 5.37110 21.511
SDF . .0.2876241D+02 . .5.23662 . 30.168
SDG 0.2678221D+02 5.54659 . 23.315

- SDE .0.1765246D+02 6.55028 . .-74263
SDI 0.2380618D+02 5.21795 23.815
-8DJ - .—. 0.2719390D+02 4.94277 . . .32.259
SDK 0.18520210+02 4.91417 14.203

. SDL .. 0.1972768D+02 4.85172 . 15.533
SDM 0.1809605D+02 4.74581 14.539°
SON 0.1383422p+02 4.73932 8.521
sbo 0.1348197D+02 4.75173 3.050
SDP 0.1226818D+02 5.29290 . 53.372
sDQ " 0.1250453Dp+02 4.97329 5.322
SDR, -.  0.1107345D+02 . 4448730 5.090
SDS 0.1003911D+02 5.22486 3.692
sDT . 0.9319840D+01 5.06914 3.380
sou 0.8519971p+41 4.85395 3.081
SDY - . 0.8768046D+C1 - -4.57293 - 3.521
SDW 0.6757826D+01 5.30761 1.621
sDX 0.6863727D+01 . 6.17622 1.235.
SDY 0.3461658D+01 5.91917 2.250
sbz . 0..4045789D+01 6.34327 3.407
SDAA 0.6261740D+01 5.86603 1.139

SD&s 0.5928024D+01 6.815876 J.755
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tnalysis of variance

zegrassion
Residual
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0.3948575D+01 5.330069 2.327
0.7736741Dp+01 3.47920 1.394
0.38492210+01 5.23155 J.521°
0.7823431D+C1 9.64175 J. 945
0.1859836D+02 3.23273 4,015
C.5866928D+01 15.775653 J.315
0.7664798D+01 3.14564 J.385
0.40656610+01 7.63473 2,239
0.1751509D0+01 7.99933 D. 048
_6.47828300+02 _15.65690  _ _ 3.235
0.2733269p+C2 9.8312% 7582
0.9728696D+01 9.36672 1.379
~0,14569530+G2 1l4.51946 1.007
=-0.31591530+01 15.12438 0.044
0.8711151D+C1 10.052974 J.754
0.57427010+C2 12.45650 21.220
0.5344125D+00 €.956091 0.309
0.1048673D+02 £.94484 2.23%
~0.11824850+02 5.34763 0.00C0
0.1403324D+01 5.87313% 34357
£.7568578D+01 11.35054 J.3%9
0.10179620+92 11.99A29 2.72¢
C.2CB6391D+(2 9.43657 4.858
0.1489284D+02 7.55503 _3.844
~0.16498630+52 ~ 5.4781s 5.485
~0420374530+02 5.27341 14.323
0.4019578D+01 4,55585 J.745
0.5359943D+02 15.83650 11.455
0.1543002D+62 3.4808% 3.781
0.793195380+01 2.8214% 7.903
0.7523829D+01 3,.79953 3.925
0.36943330+51 5.30198 0.332
0.1547354D+C1 74038547 0.054
-0.1124973D+02
Df Sun of squares Mean square F
83, 133976.75400 2204.238130 19.40349
350. 39760.81049 113.50232
Yultiple X 0.91998
R sJjuare C.329389
Adjusted R square 0.78712
Standard error

10.65844



c-18

IABE2
HATURAL LOG OF PROPERTY VALLES REGRESSED ON THE RECIPROCAL FORM OF DISTANCE

FROM THE WASTE SITE (I/D)—SAPLE |

Variable B

LsZ -0.6630251D-C4
GRG G.5493812p~C1
RMD 0.54609100-01
AGE -0.9733672D-03
CJND -0.19635350+C0
EMT -0.5111098b-01
EMTC 0.1509169D0-062
RM -0.43341140-02
BDR ~0.48956720-0C2
ATT -0.1306463D+00
AIR -0.37330590-01
FPL -0.8195990P=-01
BTr 0.55129950=01
MDK -0.5290027D0-01
HARE 0.1648665D=-03
PID -0.3496131D0-04
OT2F 0.22117940-04
cds -0.2449403D+00
DNS -0.25484525-01
DAR ~0.47144460-01
DCcsD -0.1635934r-01
SDA 0.5507716D+00
SDB 0.7138073D+C0
SbC 0.5981384D+00
SDD 0.5483413D+00
SDE 0.5348779D0+00
SDF 0.6060925D0+00
sDG 0.5964121D+0Q0
SDh 0.28825260+00
SDI 0.5304887D+00
sDJ 0.5397598D+00
SDK 0.4205421D+00
SDL 0.4421705D+00
3DM 0.3552565D+00
SDN 0.3220181D+00
SD2 0.30878950+00
Spp 0.3019393D+00
sbQ 0.2652384D+03¢C
SDR 0.2533145D+09
5DS 0.2466531D+00
SDT 0.192%222D+99
SDU 0.2196412D+00
sov 0.1954406D+00
SDh 0.1236674D0+00
SDX 0.2427919D+00C
spY 0.3925991p-01
Sb2 0.2208794D+00
SDaaA 0.2189581D0+00
SDBES 0.10814950+00
spcc 0.1576455D+00

Variabplas in tae a2juation

g

Std ecror

0.00021

9.01962

0.0319%

! 0.00093

0.34561
0.02478
0.03013
0.01151
0.02937
0.06203
0.02107

0.02371
0.02583¢
0.04543
0.00004
0.00209
0.00001
0.12745
0.09735
0.06522
0.03998
0.12131
0.0807s8
0.09393
0.09545
0.03505
0.038251
0.08750
0.10322
0.08250
0.07817
0.07784
0.07676
0.07621
0.0747¢
0.07532
0.08374
2.07862
0.07106
0.08247
0.05032
0.27684
0.0739)
0.08387
0.09953
0.10938
0.10G17
0.09243
0.107%54
0.08415

J.093 -
7.837
2.922
1.091
13.475
1.255
2.003
Je133
0.058
4.436
3.139

11.945
4.731
1.712

13.037
9.167
3.319
3.693
0.058
3.523
2.167 .

20.514

73.092

43,213

32.393

33.553

53.555

45,1456
7.799

41.347

47.577

23.188

33.182

21.732

134555

15.807

13.001

11.640

12.705
3.345
5.770
3.170
5.977
2.174
5.951
3.129
4.863
5.612
1.011
3.509



c-19

r~ 3sDDD ' 0.1009566D+G0 0.038547 1.363
SDEE 0.1114480D+20 0.08204 1.758
ZNA -0.44793870=01 0.10874 3.170
N 0.73826240-01 0.11941 2.382
A (o -0.10847430+C0 0.2393%3 3.20¢4
ZND -0.1637993D+00 | 0.12018 1.858
ZNE -0+1407481D400 0.11255 1.564
ZN -0.2687539D+00 0.11923 5,279
N6 0.5786252D+00 0.26326 4,831
NI 0.28267R00+00 0.15809 3.197
ZNJ 0.1326637D-01 0.12775 J.011
23K -0.5408872D+00 0.23111 5.478
ZNL -0.1142703D+61 0.22792 . 25.137
ZNM -0.566725210=-01 2.15079 . J.196
ZNN 0.59544430+00 0.17967 17.983
HDEN 0.3624283D-01 - . 0.01453 5.219
PDEN 0.11740215+00 0.08442 1.934
urss -0.3401583D-01 0.03151 0.138
UTsST - 0.21858190-01 0.05103 9.058
UTsC 0.131906400+09 0.138802 . 0.492
UTaA 0.13859290+00 . 0.1B319 _2.537
CONB 0.3225711D+00 0.14028 1.670 -
CONF 0.25454120+00 0.12022 4,497
CLE =-0.638493220+90 0.19475 13.749

LF ~0.59773090+00 0.18513 13.425
CLH -0.42855040+00 0.18709 5.252
CLG -0.3097586D+00C 0.17335 2.966
cLI ~0.2067858D+00 0.30116 7.471
vLG 0.313538290+00 0.13291 5.565
BLY 0.1066965D+00 0.04456 5.734
DWDD 0.2643728D-02 0.62292 J.013
DLFD 0.24217950~-01 0.02545 7.905
DPW 0.1324670D+00 -0.07241 3.347
DaC 0.4339326D-01 0.07146 3.363

(Constant) 0.3707435D+01

— —b——

snalysis 3f variance 9f Sun of squares “Yean squace F
Regrassion B4, 55. 923290 0.66575 23.53283
Residual 354, 10.01473 0.02829
T Multiple & T 9092093 T
R sguare 0.84812

Adjusted R square 2.81235
Standard error 015820



c-20

IABES

NATURAL LOG OF PROPERTY VALLEES REGRESSED ON DISTANCE FROM THE WASTE SITE
IN 1/4 MILE DUMIES—SAPPLE ]

cememceme—eme-~—== jariables in the 23juation

Variable

GRG
RMD
"AGE
coND
* BMT
BDR
ATT
AIR
FpL
BTR
MD¥
HARE
DHS
DCBD
SDA
SD5
sSDC
SDD
SDE
SDF
SDG
SDH
5DI
sSDJ
SDK
SDL
SDM
SDN
sDo
SDP
sbG
SDR
SDS
SpT
sSpy
SDV
SDW
SDX
sDY
$bz
sDaA
SDB3
spce
sDDD
SDEE
ZNA
NG
ZNE
LNF
NG
~INI

B
0.45727260-01

1.74776176-01

~0.1919682D+03
-0.6179093D~01

-0.1337370D=01

-0.6884345D~01
-0.3602167D~01
-0.8890714p~-01
0.5627535D~01
-0.28128083-01
0.1461187D-03
~0.2084494D+00
0.1117762D+00
0.58213570+00
0.7130704D+00
0.5841315D+03
0.5520202D+00
0.4984548D+00
0.6493353D0+00
0.5871979C+03
0.31845602D+00
0.5306352D+00
0.5370976D+00
0.4213007D+00
0.4416574D+09Q
0.3580747D+00
0.32920530+00
0.2958782D+00
0.2330031D+00
0.26506670+20
0.2542239D+00
0.2365474D+00
0.16423470+00
0.2254526D+00
0.2039744D+09
0.1286485D+00
U.2522161C+00
0.2138392D-01
0.2033662D+00
9.2304814D+909
0.1346764D+00
0.1574253D+00
0.10877%20+09
0.99107760-01
0.1782351D+09
9.2157243D+09
-0.1269482D=-u1
-0.18225380+09
0.10053175+01
0.45%44559+00

std error 3

0.018523
0.03150
0.00090
0.04340
0.0232067
0.01546
! 0.05963
0.02046
0.02289
0.0239%4
0.03834
0.00004
0.12425
0.05229
0.10974
0.07802
0.08917
J.u944R
0.08273
0.07945
2.08378
0.09941
0.07957
0.07529
0.07472
0.07375
0.07273
0.071862
0.07309
0.08130
0.97503
0.06383
0.08047
0.07813
) 0.074506
2.07164
0.08C23
0.09430
0.106232
0.09664
3.05965
0. 10463
0.08176
0.033821
0.,0314¢0
0.077€%
0.07338
0.04610
3.048¢€3
0.18990
0.11254

- - - - - -

™

6.093
5.593

0.571
19.571
7.175
0.748
1.319
3.101
15.084
5.527
9.538
17.136
2.314
4.5790
28.136
83.536
42.909
34,135
35.299
66.791
49,119
10.263
44,475
53.896
31.791
35,860
24.238
21.010
16,385
12.116
12.155
13.642
8.642
4.415
3.157
3.167
2.567
7.154
0.040
4.429
6.509
1.655
3.707
1.684
1.482
5.236
8.642
0.076
14.035
28,027
16.555



™ z8g 0.1430776D+00 0.08447 2.369
ZNK =0.31275135+09 0.19122 2.575
ZNL -0.97348438D+00 0.20489 22.573
ZNN 0.6620033D+00 0.13026 25.829
HDEN 0.1474943p-01 - 0.01466 1.100

- PDEX 0.20591865+00- 0.08995 5.393
CLE -0.7266492D+00 0.19645 13.581
CLF -~0.6984778D+00 0.18777 13.338
CLG -0.3959091D+00 ° 0.189356 4.723
CLE -0.4836872D+00 0.18862 6.576
CLT _~0.43427720+00 0.29643 2.146
CONB 0.26244630+00 0.14447 3.300
CONF 0.15062410+00 0.11267 1.787
PLG 0.3193317D+00 0.12847 6.178
PLY 0.1163286D+00 0.04248 7.497
DPW 0.1495537D+00 0.06322 5.596
DAC ~0.1735949D+00 0.09510 3.332
DD12 0.3115356D+09 0.17165 3.295
DD2 -0.1341313D0+00 0.08833 2.306
DD3 -0.1349940D+00 0.08688 2.414
DD4 -0,1762974D+00 0.08769 4,942
DD5 ~0,1151528D+00 0.08335 1.598
DD6 -0.1351083D+00 2.16354 1.779
DD7 0.1382624D~01 0.09243 0.022
DD8 0.1317168D+00 0.09936 1.757
DD9 6.83555250~01 0.10835 0.595
DD11 0.4864406D+00 0.22318 4.750
(Constant) 90.3735413D+01

; is of variance Jf sSum of squares ¥ean sguare F
Eﬂiiiiéion 78. © 56418608 0.72033 26.59177
Tesidual 360. 9.75190 0.02709

Multiple R 0.92310

R sqguare 0.85210

Adjusted R sguare 0.32306

Standard error

0.16159



